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OCTOBER,  NOVEMBER,  AND  DECEMBER,  1914. 


OPINIONS  OF  GENERAL  INTEREST  REGARDING  QUESTIONS  ARIS- 
ING UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

Below  are  given  extracts  from  various  letters  written  by  the  board  to  indi- 
viduals. In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  opinions  of  the  board  may  be  of  service 
to  others,  they  are  published  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  trade.  In  these  letters 
only  those  parts  have  been  published  which  are  of  importance.  It  should  be 
understood  that  the  board  is  not  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910  to  criticize,  approve,  or  suggest  labels ;  so  that  any  advice  given  in 
these  letters  is  offered  in  an  advisory  capacity  as  representing  the  opinion  of 
the  board  in  the  light  of  its  present  knowledge  and  in  the  light  of  the  facts  pre- 
sented by  the  correspondent. 

38.  Labeling  mixtures  of  cyanids  and  chlorids,  or  cyanids,  chlorids,  and  carbonates,  variously 
designated  "  cyanid  mixture,"  "  potassium  cyanid,"  and  "  cyanid." 

Dear  Sir:  We  have  received  your  communication  of  *  *  *  requesting 
information  relative  to  labeling  certain  preparations  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  which  contain  varying  quantities  of  sodium  cyanid, 
together  with  varying  quantities  of  sodium  chlorid,  potassium  chlorid,  and 
sodium  carbonate. 

As  we  understand  your  letter,  your  basic  product  is  commercial  sodium 
cyanid  containing  about  1  per  cent  or  2  per  cent  of  inert  impurities.  To  this 
you  may  add  varying  amounts  oi  sodium  chlorid  or  varying  amounts  of  sodium 
chlorid  and  potassium  chlorid,  thus  making  a  mixture  of  cyanid  and  chlorid. 
Again,  you  may  add  to  your  original  commercial  sodium  cyanid  varying  amounts 
of  sodium  chlorid  and  sodium  carbonate,  or  sodium  chlorid,  potassium  chlorid, 
and  sodium  carbonate,  or  potassium  chlorid  and  sodium  carbonate,  thus  making 
a  mixture  of  cyanid,  chlorid,  and  carbonate. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  satisfactory  to  designate  either  the  mix- 
ture of  cyanid  and  chlorid  or  the  mixture  of  cyanid,  chlorid,  and  carbonate  as 
"  cyanid  mixture,"  since  such  a  designation  would  lead  the  consumer  to  believe 
that  the  products  were  mixtures  of  various  cyanids,  rather  than  mixtures  of 

1  In  conformity  with  Memorandum  No.  57  of  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  dated 
December  26,  1913,  prescribing  a  uniform  plan  for  the  publication  of  information  bearing 
on  regulatory  matters  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  this  publication  is  issued  monthly, 
or  less  frequently,  as  occasion  may  warrant,  by  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board. 
Heretofore,  announcement  to  the  public  of  notices  of  court  judgments  and  official  decisions 
under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  and  opinions  of  the  board  relating  to  the  application  of 
the  law  to  specific  points,  have  been  in  the  form  of  single  printed  sheets,  or  in  the  form 
of  letters  to  individuals.  Under  the  present  plan  they  are  all  published  in  these  Service 
and  Regulatory  Announcements  of  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board. 

Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned.   Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C„  at  5  cents  each  or  50  cents  a  year. 
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cyanids  with  other  salts.  For  the  first  of  these  mixtures  we  suggest  the 
designation  "  cyanid-chlorid  mixture,"  and  for  the  second  "  cyanid-chlorid-car- 
bonate  mixture."  It  appears  almost  unnecessary  to  add  that  none  of  the 
products  described  above  should  be  labeled  "  potassium  cyanid,"  since  such  a 
designation  is  false  and  misleading. 

Section  8  of  the  act  is  specific  in  requiring  a  statement  on  the  face  of  the 
principal  label  of  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
inert  ingredient  and  the  fact  that  they  are  inert,  or,  in  lieu  of  this,  a  state- 
ment of  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  active 
ingredient  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients. 

In  commercial  sodium  cyanid  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  actual  sodium 
cyanid  (NaCN)  present  is  active,  while  the  various  impurities  are  inert.  For 
such  a  product  the  following  form  of  statement  is  suggested: 

Active  ingredient:  Percent. 

Sodium  cyanid   

Inert  ingredients   

In  a  mixture  of  commercial  sodium  cyanid  and  sodium  chlorid,  or  com- 
mercial sodium  cyanid,  sodium  chlorid,  and  potassium  chlorid,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  actual  sodium  cyanid  present  is  active,  while  the  sodium 
chlorid,  potassium  chlorid,  and  the  impurities  in  the  commercial  sodium 
cyanid  used  are  inert.  For  such  a  product  the  following  form  of  statement  is 
suggested : 

Active  ingredient:  Percent. 

Sodium  cyanid  -  

Inert  ingredients   

In  a  mixture  of  commercial  sodium  cyanid  with  chlorids  and  carbonates 
such  as  is  described  above,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  actual  sodium  cyanid 
present  is  active,  while  the  sodium  chlorid,  potassium  chlorid,  sodium  carbon- 
ate, and  various  impurities  in  the  commercial  sodium  cyanid  used  are  inert. 
For  such  a  mixture  the  following  form  of  statement  is  suggested : 

Active  ingredient:  Percent. 

Sodium  cyanid  ,   

Inert  ingredients   

If,  in  addition  to  the  above  statements,  which  are  required  by  law,  you  also 
wish  to  place  on  the  labels  the  percentage  amount  of  cyanogen  present,  and  to 
state  also  that  the  cyanogen  is  equivalent  to  a  certain  percentage  of  potassium 
cyanid,  there  is  no  objection  to  your  so  doing,  provided  that  the  extra  state- 
ments are  true,  and  provided  further  that  the  extra  statements  are  not  made  in 
such  a  way  as  to  confuse  or  make  less  plain  the  statement  required  by  law. 
Respectfully,  J.  Kt  Haywood, 

Chairman,  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board. 

39.  General  principles  relative  to  disinfecting  with  chlorinated  lime  or  bleaching  powder.  To 
aid  manufacturers  in  preparing  bleaching-powder  labels. 

Deab  Sir:  In  connection  with  a  hearing  given  you  recently  at  Washington 
as  the  representative  of  certain  bleaching-powder  manufacturers,  three  cases 
which  have  been  taken  up  by  correspondence  with  the  manufacturers  were 
discussed.    *    *  * 

You  informed  the  board  that  you  were  willing  to  correct  these  labels,  but 
would  like  definite  instructions  from  the  board  as  to  how  they  were  to  be 
changed. 

We  do  not  feel  that  it  is  the  function  of  the  board  to  suggest  exact  direc- 
tions to  appear  on  the  labels  of  various  insecticides  and  fungicides.  The  manu- 
facturers should  formulate  their  own  directions,  based  on  their  own  product 
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and  advice  from  competent  scientists  (in  this  particular  case,  advice  from 
bacteriologists  familiar  with  practical  methods  of  disinfection).  We  are  glad, 
however,  to  point  out  certain  general  principles  to  you  and  refer  you  to  works 
which  give  valuable  information  relative  to  the  use  of  chlorinated  lime  and  other 
disinfectants. 

In  connection  with  books  on  this  subject,  we  respectfully  refer  you  to  Rideal's 
work,  entitled  "  Disinfection  and  the  Preservation  of  Food,"  published  by  Wiley 
&  Sons,  New  York  and  London,  and  Hooker's  work  on  "  Chloride  of  Lime  in 
Sanitation,"  also  published  by  Wiley  &  Sons,  New  York  and  Ixmdon. 

Relative  to  general  principles  of  disinfecting  with  chlorinated  lime,  we  beg 
to  inform  you  as  follows: 

1.  In  disinfecting  sick  chambers  a  solution  of  the  chlorinated  lime  of  suffi- 
cient strength  (strengths  from  one-half  to  2  per  cent  are  recommended  by 
different  authors)  should  be  used.  The  floors  should  be  well  mopped;  the 
bed,  window  sills,  walls,  etc. — in  fact,  anything  which  may  have  come  in  con- 
tact with  the  patient  or  any  of  his  discharges — should  be  well  washed  with  a 
solution  of  proper  strength.  Also  the  bed  linen,  the  dishes  used  by  the  patient, 
the  hands  of  persons  touching  the  patient,  etc.,  should  be  immersed  in  the 
solution.  In  fact,  the  solution  to  be  effective  must  be  used  in  such  a  way  that 
all  germs  are  touched  by  a  solution  of  sufficient  strength  to  kill  them. 

2.  For  disinfecting  sewage  a  good  grade  of  bleaching  powder  is  used,  at  the 
rate  of  about  1  pound  to  8,000  gallons. 

3.  For  disinfecting  cesspools  a  good  grade  of  bleaching  powder  is  used,  at 
the  rate  of  about  one-half  pound,  preferably  first  dissolved  in  water,  to  1,000 
gallons  of  material  to  be  disinfected.  If  the  cesspool  is  of  the  leaching  type, 
add  the  bleaching  powder  once  a  month.  If  it  is  a  tight  cistern,  add  the  bleach- 
ing powder  just  before  pumping  out  the  contents  of  the  cesspool. 

4.  For  drains,  such  as  drain  from  kitchen  sink,  add  a  small  amount  of  the 
powder  daily. 

5.  For  deodorizing  cellars  the  product  may  be  sprinkled  about  dry  or  in 
solution,  one-quarter  pound  to  half  a  gallon  of  water.  If,  however,  the  cellars 
are  contaminated  with  disease  germs,  the  above  treatment  will  not  suffice  to 
disinfect  the  cellar,  but  it  will  be  necessary  to  spray  or  wash  down  the  walls, 
floors,  etc.,  just  as  in  sick  rooms. 

6.  The  use  of  hydrochloric  acid  with  bleaching  powder  should  not  be  recom- 
mended, owing  to  the  fact  that  the  great  volume  of  chlorin  liberated  would  be 
poisonous  to  human  beings  and  would  render  the  place  uninhabitable  for  a  time. 

7.  The  disinfection  of  schoolrooms  in  such  a  way  as  materially  to  lessen 
the  danger  of  spreading  contagious  diseases  is  practically  impossible.  However, 
if  a  child  were  taken  sick  in  a  schoolroom  and  were  to  throw  up  it  would  be 
advisable  to  disinfect  the  material  thrown  up,  which  could  be  done  by  sprinkling 
it  well  with  bleaching  powder,  either  dry  or  in  solution. 

We  respectfully  suggest  that  in  giving  directions  on  bleaching-powder  labels 
you  keep  constantly  in  mind  the  difference  between  disinfectant  and  deodorant 
action,  remembering  that  the  first  is  directed  against  germs  and  the  second 
against  odors.  It  shouM  be  borne  in  mind  that  directions  may  be  given  which 
are  effective  against  odors,  but  are  ineffective  against  germs.  A  discussion 
of  the  difference  between  deodorants  and  disinfectants  will  be  found  in  the  first 
few  pages  of  the  work  of  Rideal  previously  cited. 

Hoping  that  the  above  general  principles  for  disinfecting  with  chlorinated 
lime,  together  with  the  information  that  will  be  found  in  the  works  cited,  will 
be  of  service,  I  am, 

Respectfully,  J.  K.  Haywood, 

Chairman,  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board. 


NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 


[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

124.  Misbranding  of  "  Woolford's  Sanitary  Lotion."    U.  S.  v.  Dr.  E.  Detchon  Medicine  Co. 
Verdict  of  guilty.    Fine,  $200  and  costs.    (I.  &  F.  No.  229.    Dom.  No.  7481.) 

At  the  May  term,  1914,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Indiana,  begun  and  held  at  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  the  grand  jurors  of 
the  United  States  within  and  for  said  district,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  returned  an  indictment  against  the  Dr.  E.  Detchon 
Medicine  Co.,  Crawfordsville,  Ind.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  delivery  for 
shipment,  on  September  16,  1912,  from  Crawfordsville,  in  the  State  of  Indiana, 
to  Kansas  City,  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  a  product  called 
"  Woolford's  Sanitary  Lotion,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  bottles,  each  labeled 
and  branded  as  follows :  "  Woolford's  Sanitary  Lotion  *  *  *  This  Lotion 
is  for  contagious  Scabies,  or  what  is  known  as  Itch,  Mange,  Prairie  Scratches, 
Wabash  Scratches,  Texas  Itch  and  Seven-year  Itch,  and  gives  relief  in  80  min- 
utes, if  the  following  directions  are  carefully  carried  out.  Directions  *  *  * 
Price,  One  Dollar.  Manufactured  by  Dr.  E.  Detchon  Med.  Co.  Crawfordsville, 
Indiana."  Each  of  the  bottles  was  inclosed  in  a  carton  labeled  and  branded  as 
follows :  "  Woolford's  Sanitary  Lotion  *  *  *  This  Lotion  is  for  Itch, 
Mange,  Prairie  Scratches,  Wabash  Scratches,  Texas  Itch,  Mexican,  Cuban  and 
Philippine  Itch,  Seven-Year  Itch  and  all  forms  and  varieties  of  contagious 
Scabies  which  affect  the  human  body,  and  gives  relief  in  30  minutes  if  used 
according  to  the  printed  directions  on  the  within  label.  Manufactured  by  Dr.  E. 
Detchon  Med.  Co.    Crawfordsville,  Indiana.    Price  One  Dollar    *    *  *." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects;  and  that  neither  the  name  nor  the  per- 
centage amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  was  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  the  labels  on  the  bottles  or  the  cartons,  and  that,  in  lieu  of  the  name 
and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient,  neither  the  names  nor  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  having 
insecticidal  properties  nor  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in 
the  insecticide  was  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels  on  the 
•bottles  or  the  cartons. 

On  May  29,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  Dr.  E.  Detchon  Medicine  Co.,  entered  a 
plea  of  not  guilty.  The  cause  coming  on  for  trial  on  June  22.  1914,  a  trial  was 
had  by  jury,  and  a  verdict  of  guilty  was  returned,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine 
of  $200  and  costs. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  the  court  said : 

I  shall  instruct  the  jury  on  that  point — if  I  ever  have  to — that  water  is  an 
inert  substance,  and  they  ought  to  eitber  state  here  on  this  label  thnt  this  is 
90  per  cent,  or  whatever  the  per  cent  is,  water;  or,  in  lieu  of  that,  they  ought 
to  state  what-  the  per  cent  of  water  is  or  state  the  ingredients.  They  didn't  do 
either,  and  so  the  only  question  is  whether  this  is  an  insecticide  under  the 
statute. 
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The  court  (Anderson,  J.)  delivered  the  following  charge  to  the  jury: 

Gentlemen  of  the  jury,  this  is  a  criminal  case.  The  law,  ihe  statute  requires 
that  if  any  person  sells  or  offers  for  sale,  or  if  any  person  shall  introduce  into 
interstate  commerce,  to  put  it  generally,  an  insecticide,  that  he  shall  state 
certain  things  in  the  label,  to  which  your  attention  has  been  called;  and  if  he 
does  not  do  it  he  is  liable  to  punishment.  It  is  not  much,  but  some.  In  the 
case  of  a  corporation  it  can  not  be  much  because  you  can  not  imprison  a  corpo- 
ration. You  can  not  do  anything  but  fine  a  corporation;  and  this  defendant  is 
a  corporation,  as  I  understand  it. 

Now,  there  has  been  but  one  question  raised  here,  and  that  is  whether  or  not 
the  medicine,  or  contents  of  this  bottle,  is  what  the  st?itute  terms  an  insecticide. 

The  statute  says:  "The  term  'insecticide'  as  used  in  this  act  shall  include 
any  substance  or  mixture  of  substances  intended  to  be  used  for  preventing, 
destroying,  repelling,  or  mitigating  any  insect  which  may  infest  vegetation,  man, 
or  other  animals,  or  households,  or  be  present  in  any  environment  whatsoever." 

It  is  very  comprehensive  language. 

Now,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  this  sanitary  lotion,  as  it  is  called, 
which  is  put  up  in  that  bottle,  and  which,  by  the  admission  of  the  parties  here, 
or  the  stipulation  of  the  parties,  was  sold  and  shipped  to  Kansas  City  in  inter- 
state commerce  as  prohibited  by  the  statute,  so  far  as  that  part  of  it  is  con- 
cerned, and  you  find  that  this  lotion  contained  a  large  per  cent  of  inert  matter 
and  other  matter  which  was  not  inert,  and  that  it  was  not  labeled  as  required 
by  the  statute,  then  your  verdict  should  be  guilty. 

If  you  have  a  reasonable  doubt  on  these  questions,  in  view  of  the  evidence, 
then  your  verdict  should  be  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  you  should  return  a 
verdict  of  not  guilty. 

Every  defendant  in  a  criminal  case  is  presumed  to  be  innocent  until  it  or  he 
or  she  is  proved  guilty  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  view  of  the  cnse  you  gentlemen  tried  yesterday,  for 
me  to  burden  you  further  with  any  instruction  as  to  what  a  reasonable  doubt  is. 

A  reasonable  doubt  is,  as  the  term  implies,  a  reasonable  doubt.  It  is  not  a 
captious  or  capricious  doubt.  It  is  not  a  doubt  engendered  by  the  ingenuity  of 
counsel  or  your  own  ingenuity ;  but  it  is  a  doubt  which  arises  from  the  evidence, 
or  the  want  of  it. 

So  in  this  case  you  will  determine  in  the  first  place  whether  or  not  this  is  an 
insecticide  under  the  definition  I  have  given  you.  If  it  is  an  insecticide,  the 
statute  applies,  and  you  will  then  determine  whether  or  not  the  bottles  which 
were  sold  and  introduced  into  interstate  commerce,  as  shown  by  the  evidence, 
were  labeled  as  required  by  the  statute.  If  you  find  they  were  not,  you  should 
return  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

Carl  Yrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  December  1, 1914. 

125.  Misbranding  of  "  Germathol  Sanitary  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v.  Pratt  Food  Co.    Plea  of 
nolo  contendere.    Fine,  $20.     (I.  &  F.  No.  65.    Dom.  No.  1414.) 

On  April  2,  3934,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  an 
information  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against 
the  Pratt  Food  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment,  on  April  25,  3932,  from  Philadelphia,  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  to  Washington,  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  of  a  quantity  of  an* 
article  contained  in  bottles  and  cartons,  and  called  "  Germathol  Sanitary  Dis- 
infectant," which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  3930. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water, 
which  substance  was  not  calculated  or  adapted  to  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  did  not  have  the  name  and  percentage  amount 
of  said  inert  ingredient  plainly  and  correctly  stated  upon  the  label,  and  did 
not,  in  lieu  of  naming  and  stating  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  in- 
gredient, state  upon  the  label  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of 
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each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  having  inseetiaidal  or  fungicidal 
properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the 
insecticide. 

On  June  19,  1914,  the  defendant,  Pratt  Food  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  nolo 
contendere,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  191k- 

126.  Misbranding  of  "  Pratt's  Liquid  Lice  Killer."    U.  S.  t.  Pratt  Food  Co.    Plea  of  nolo 

contendere.     Fine,  $20.     (I.  &  F.  No.  86.     Dom.  No.  6782.) 

On  April  1,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed 
information  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against 
the  Pratt  Food  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment 
and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  March  21,  1912,  from  Philadelphia,  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  to  Missoula,  in  the  State  of  Montana,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  called  "  Pratt's  Liquid  Lice  Killer,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  cans 
labeled  as  follows :  "  Pratt's  Liquid  Lice  Killer  One  Quart  Price  35  Cents 
*    *    *    Mfd.  by  Pratt  Food  Co." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  (1)  that  the  label  on  the  outside  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement 
"One  Quart,"  which  statement  was  false  and  misleading  in  that  it  conveyed 
the  thought  and  meaning  that  each  of  the  cans  contained  one  quart  of  the 
insecticide,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  each  of  the  cans  did  not  contain 
one  quart  of  the  insecticide  but  contained  only  0.9511  of  a  quart  thereof, 
and  (2)  that  the  label  on  the  outside  of  each  of  the  cans  bore  the  statement 
"  One  Quart,"  which  stated  in  terms  of  measure  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans 
and  did  not  correctly  state  in  terms  of  measure  the  contents  thereof,  in  that  each 
of  the  cans  did  not  contain  one  quart  of  the  insecticide  but  contained  only 
0.9511  of  a  quart  thereof. 

On  June  19,  1914,  the  defendant,  Pratt  Food  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  con- 
tendere, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  1914- 

127.  Misbranding  of  "  Mulford's  Kreol."    U.  S.  v.  H.  K.  Mulford  Co.    Plea  of  nolo  contendere. 

Fine,  $10.    (I.  &  F.  No.  122.    Dom.  No.  6976.) 

On  February  19,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed 
information  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  agninst 
the  H.  K.  Mulford  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment 
and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  March  5,  1912,  from  Philadelphia,  in  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania,  to  Cincinnati,  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
called  "  Mulford's  Kreol,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  a  can  laboled  and  branded 
in  part  as  follows:  "Mulford's  Kreol.  Liquor  Cresolis  et  Phenolis  Comp. 
(Mulford).  Kreol  is  a  saponified  solution  of  cresols  and  phenol,  so  prepared 
as  to  form  an  emulsion  when  added  to  water.  It  is  a  more  effective  anti- 
septic, germicide,  deodorant,  and  disinfectant  than  carbolic  acid.  Diluted  with 
water,  Kreol  is  an  effective  sheep  and  cattle  dip  and  household  disinfectant 
and  is  well  suited  for  the  use  of  Boards  of  Health  and  Public  Service  Corpora- 
tions. Kreol  destroys  germs  and  odors,  prevents  contagion,  and  heals  wounds, 
within  the  limits  prescribed  in  its  various  uses.    •    *    *    Made,  tested,  and 
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guaranteed  by  H.  K.  Mulford  Co.,  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Chicago.  Guaranty 
No.  172.    Also  guaranteed  under  Insecticide  Act,  1910." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit,  water,  which  inert  substance  was  not  calculated  or  adapted  to  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  did  not  have  the  name  and  per- 
centage amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  plainly  and  correctly  stated  upon  the 
label  thereof,  and  did  not,  in  lieu  of  naming  and  stating  the  percentage  amount 
of  said  inert  ingredient,  state  the  correct  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  insecticide  and  fungicide  having  insecticidal  or 
fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredients  present  in 
the  insecticide  and  fungicide. 

On  June  19,  1914,  the  defendant,  H.  K.  Mulford  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  nolo 
contendere,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  1914- 

128.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Liquor  Creosolis  Comp.,  U.  S.  P."    U.  S.  v.  H.  K.  Mul- 
ford Co.    Plea  of  nolo  contendere.    Fine,  $5.    (I.  &  P.  No.  164.    Dom.  No.  7192.) 

On  May  2,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  informa- 
tion in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  the 
H.  K.  Mulford  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment,  on  July  18,  1912,  from  Philadelphia,  in  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  to  New  Orleans,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  called  "  Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.,  U.  S.  P.,"  which  was  adulterated  and 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  bottles  labeled  and  branded  as  follows :  "  Liquor  Cresolis  Comp., 
U.  S.  P.  (Saponified  Cresols)  A  Powerful  and  Efficient  Germicide,  Deodorant 
and  Disinfectant.  *  *  *  Phenol  Coefficient,  1$  to  2  *  *  *  Invaluable  as 
a  Sheep  and  Cattle  Dip  -  *  *  *  Made  and  guaranteed  by  H.  K.  Mulford  Co. 
Chemists.  New  York,  Philadelphia,  Chicago.  *  *  *  Cresylic  Acid  45%. 
Inert  Ingredients  55%." 

(1)  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  or  quality  under  which  it  .was  sold,  (a)  in  this,  that  the 
label  on  the  package  containing  the  insecticide  and  fungicide  bore  the  state- 
ment, "  Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.,  U.  S.  P.,"  said  statement  conveving  the  meaning 
that  the  product  was  prepared  after  the  formula  for  liquor  cresolis  com- 
positus  prescribed  by  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  whereas  the  product,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  was  not  prepared  after  said  formula,  and  the  quantities  of 
ingredients  of  the  product  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  to  wit, 
soap  and  cresol,  were  less  than  those  prescribed  by  said  formula,  and  the 
quantity  of  an  ingredient  of  the  product  which  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  to  wit,  water,  was  greater  than  that  prescribed  by 
said  formula;  and  (b)  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the 
insecticide  and  fungicide  bore  the  statement,  "  Cresylic  Acid  45%, "  said 
statement  conveying  the  meaning  that  the  product  contained  cresylic  acid,  said 
substance  having  insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  in  a  quantity  amounting 
to  45  per  cent  of  the  product,  whereas,  the  product,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  con- 
tained cresylic  acid  in  a  quantity  less  than  45  per  cent  thereof. 

(2)  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  in- 
secticide and  fungicide,  and  a  substance  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the 
product,  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  product  bore  the 
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statement.  "  Liquor  Cresolis  Comp.,  U.  S.  P.,"  said  statement  conveying  the 
meaning  that  the  product  was  prepared  after  the  formula  for  liquor  cresolis 
compositus  prescribed  by  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  whereas  the 
product,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  was  not  prepared  after  said  formula,  but  a  sub- 
stance, to  wit,  water,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  product. 

(3)  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  or  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
or  mislead  the  purchaser,  (a)  in  this,  that  the  label  on  the  package  containing 
the  insecticide  and  fungicide  bore  the  statement,  "  Liquor  Cresolis  Comp., 
U.  S.  P.,"  said  statement  conveying  the  meaning  that  the  product  was  prepared 
after  the  formula  for  liquor  cresolis  compositus  prescribed  by  the  United  States 
Pharmacopoeia,  whereas  the  product  in  truth  and  in  fact  was  not  prepared 
after  said  formula,  and  the  quantities  of  ingredients  of  the  product  having  in- 
secticidal  and  fungicidal  properties,  to  wit,  soap  and  creso',  were  less  than 
those  prescribed  by  said  formula,  and  the  quantity  of  an  ingredient  of  the 
product  which  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  to 
wit,  water,  was  greater  than  that  prescribed  by  said  formula;  and  (b)  in  this, 
that  the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  insecticide  and  fungicide  bore  the 
statement,  "  Cresylic  Acid  45%,"  said  statement  conveying  the  meaning  that  the 
product  contained  cresylic  acid,  said  substance  having  insecticidal  and  fungi- 
cidal properties,  in  a  quantity  amounting  to  45  per  cent  of  the  product,  whereas 
the  product  in  truth  and  in  fact  contained  cresylic  acid  in  a  quantity  less  than 
45  per  cent  thereof. 

(4)  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecti- 
cide and  fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit, 
water,  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and 
the  label  on  the  package  containing  the  insecticide  and  fungicide  did  not  bear 
a  statement  correctly  thereon  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert 
ingredient,  nor,  in  lieu  of  such  statement  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
said  inert  ingredient,  the  label  did  not  bear  plainly  and  correctly  thereon  state- 
ments of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  insecticide  and  fungicide  having  insectic'dal  and  fungicidal  properties  and 
a  statement  of  the  total  percentage  of  said  inert  ingredient. 

On  June  19,  1914,  the  defendant,  H.  K.  Mulford  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of  nolo 
contendere,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  DecemheY  1,  1914. 

129.  Misbranding  of  "Kretol."    U.  S.  v.  George  S.  Faucett.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $10. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  236.    Dom.  No.  7369.) 

On  April  5,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  informa- 
tion in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  George 
W.  Faucett,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  The  Phila- 
delphia Kretol  Co.  (Ltd.),  at  West  Chester,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment,  on  April  30,  1912,  from  Brandywine  Summit,  in  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  Camden,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of 
an  article  called  "  Kretol,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  cans  labeled  and  branded 
as  follows:  "Concentrated  Kretol  Non-Poisonous  Non-Irritant  A  Disinfect- 
ant, Antiseptic,  Germicide,  Insecticide,  Turifier  &  Cleanser.  Kretol  Purifies 
Everything  *  *  *  The  Phila.  Kretol  Co.,  Ltd.  Geo.  S.  Faucett  West  Ches- 
ter, Penna.  Household  Uses  of  Kretol  *  *  *  For  Preventing  Infection  and 
Contagion.    *    *    *    For   Routing   Insect  Pests.    *    *    *    For  Overcoming 
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Noxious  Odors.  *  *  *  For  the  Absorption  of  Dampness.  *  *  »  Veteri- 
nary Uses  of  Kretol.  *  *  *  For  Mange,  Lice.  Ticks  and  Fleas.  *  *  * 
For  Distemper,  Glanders,  Farcy.  *  *  *  General  Directions.  *  *  *  As 
an  Insecticide.  One  part  of  Kretol  to  sixteen  parts  hot  water.  Apply  freely  to 
all  places  infested.  Roaches,  Ants,  Bugs  and  Vermin  of  all  kinds  cannot  with- 
stand fumes  of  Kretol.  *  *  *  For  General  Cleaning.  One  part  of  Kretol  to 
seventy-five  or  one  hundred  parts  of  water,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  clean- 
ins:  to  be  done  and  the  strength  of  the  solution  des;red.  When  thus  prepared 
Kretol  will  be  found  an  excellent  cleaning  fluid  for  marble,  tiling,  stone  or  wood- 
work. It  instantly  removes  a'l  greasy  and  soap  odors,  sweetens  and  purifies 
and  prevents  disease.    *    *    * " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide,  and  (1)  that  the  words  "  Non-Poisonous "  and  "Non- 
Irritant"  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  were  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the 
belief  that  the  article  was  nonpoisonous  and  nonirritant,  whereas  in  fact  and 
in  truth  the  article  was  poisonous  and  was  irritant )  and  (2)  that  the  words 
and  statement,  "  Kretol  Purifies  Everything."  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  con- 
taining the  article  were  false  and  misleading,  and  were  calculated  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  would  purify  every- 
thing, whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  article  would  not  purify  everything;  and 
(3)  that  the  words,  "  For  Preventing  Infection  and  Contagion"  on  the  labels  on 
the  packages  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading  and  were  calcu- 
lated to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  would 
prevent  infectious  and  contagious  diseases,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  the 
article  would  not  prevent  certain  infectious  and  contagious  diseases;  and  (4) 
that  the  words  "For  Routing  Insect  Pests"  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  con- 
taining the  article  were  false  and  misleading  and  were  calculated  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  all  insect  pests  could  be  effectively 
treated  through  the  use  of  the  article,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  certain 
insect  pests  could  not  be  effectively  treated  through  the  use  of  the  article ;  and 
(5)  that  the  words  "  For  Overcoming  Noxious  Odors "  on  the  labels  on  the 
packages  containing  the  article  were  false  and  misleading  and  were  calculated 
to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  all  noxious  odors  could 
be  overcome  through  the  use  of  the  article,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  certain 
noxious  odors  could  not  be  overcome  through  the  use  of  the  article;  and  (6) 
that  the  words  "  For  the  Absorption  of  Dampness '  on  the  labels  on  the  pack- 
ages containing  the  article  were  false  and  misleading  and  were  calculated  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  would  absorb 
dampness,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  article  did  not  possess  the  property 
of  absorbing  dampness;  and  (7)  that  the  words  "For  Mange,  Lice,  Ticks,  and 
Fleas"  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  were  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the 
belief  that  said  article  would  be  effective  in  treating  all  forms  of  mange  and 
all  species  of  ticks,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  article  would  not  be 
effective  treatment  for  certain  forms  of  mange  and  for  certain  species  of  ticks; 
and  (8)  that  the  words  "For  *  *  *  Glanders"  on  the  labels  on  the  packages 
containing  the  article  were  false  and  misleading,  and  were  calculated  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the  belief  that  the  article  would  be  an 
effective  remedy  for  glanders,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  article  would 
not  be  an  effective  remedy  for  glanders;  and  (9)  that  the  words  and  state- 
ments "  General  Directions.  *  *  *  As  an  Insecticide.  One  part  of  Kretol 
to  sixteen  parts  hot  water.  Apply  freely  to  all  the  places  infested.  Roaches, 
Ants,  Bugs  and  Vermin  of  all  kinds  cannot  withstand  the  penetrating  fumes 
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of  Kretol "  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  were  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  into  the 
belief  that  the  article  when  prepared  and  applied  in  the  said  strength  and 
manner  would  be  an  effective  treatment  for  all  bugs  and  vermin,  whereas  in 
fact  and  in  truth  the  article  when  prepared  in  the  said  strength  and  manner 
would  not  be  an  effective  treatment  for  some  bugs  and  some  vermin;  and  (10) 
that  the  words  and  statements  "General  Directions.  *  *  *  For  General 
Cleaning.  One  part  of  Kretol  to  seventy-five  or  one  hundred  parts  of  water, 
according  to  the  nature  of  the  cleaning  to  be  done  and  the  strength  of  the 
solution  desired.  When  thus  prepared  Kretol  will  be  found  an  excellent  clean- 
ing fluid  for  marble,  tiling,  stone  or  wood-work.  It  instantly  removes  all  greasy 
and  soap  odors,  sweetens  and  purifies  and  prevents  disease  "  on  the  labels  on 
the  packages  containing  the  article  were  false  and  misleading,  and  were  cal- 
culated to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  of  the  article  into  the  belief  that 
the  article  when  prepared  and  applied  as  a  cleaner  in  the  said  strength  would 
purify  and  would  prevent  disease,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth  the  article 
when  prepared  and  applied  as  a  cleaner  in  the  said  strength  would  not  purify 
in  all  cases  and  would  not  prevent  all  diseases.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris 
greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance, 
to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  in- 
sects or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredi- 
ent were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels  on  the  pack- 
ages containing  the  article;  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount 
of  said  inert  ingredient  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties 
and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the 
article. 

On  June  19,  1914,  the  defendant,  George  W.  Faucett,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cael  Veooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  1914. 

130.  Misbranding  of  "  Krausers'."    U.  S.  v.  Daniel  M.  Kranser  and  Ellis  Kraaser.    Pleas  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  232.    Dom.  No.  7067.) 

On  May  27,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of  Penn- 
sylvania, acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  informa- 
tion in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  Daniel 
M.  Krauser  and  Ellis  Kiauser,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  firm  name 
and  style  of  E.  Krauser  &  Bro.,  at  Milton.  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  and  de- 
livery for  shipment,  on  October  7,  1912,  from  Milton,  in  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, to  Milwaukee,  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article 
called  "  Krausers',"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  bottles  labeled  and  branded 
in  part  as  follows:  "Krausers',  A  Preparation  for  Imparting  a  Smoky  Flavor  to 
Meat  and  Keeping  It  Free  from  Insects.  The  Old  Way.  [Representation  of 
burning  smokehouse.]  Smoke  house  and  meat  burning;  a  very  frequent  occur- 
rence, entailing  much  loss.  After  being  smoked  the  old  way.  full  of  flies  and 
skippers,  and  frequently  mouldy.  Our  Method.  [Representation  of  smokehouse 
with  meat  hanging  in  sight]  No  danger  of  losing  by  fire  or  theft;  you  can 
hang  it  in  the  garret  and  apply  the  preparation.  After  being  treated  with  our 
preparation,  clean  and  solid,  free  from  insects,  skippers,  and  mould.  *  *  * 
Price,  75  cents.    E.  Krauser  &  Bro.,  Proprietors,  Milton,  Pa.    *    *  V 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  substance  does 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the 
percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of 
the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  were  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  and  fungicidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  ingredi- 
ents present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  labels 
on  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

On  June  8,  1914,  the  defendants,  Daniel  M.  Krauser  and  Ellis  Krauser, 
entered  pleas  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  1914- 

131.  Misbranding  of  "  Ricksecker's  Dog  Soap."    U.  S.  v.  The  Theo.  Ricksecker  Co.    Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  216.    Dom.  No.  7341.) 

On  July  14,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The  Theo. 
Ricksecker  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and  de- 
livery for  shipment,  on  April  19,  1912,  from  New  York,  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
to  Boston,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called 
"  Ricksecker's  Dog  Soap,"  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  in  the  form  of  cakes  contained  in 
wrappers  labeled  and  branded  as  follows :  "  Remedy  For  Animal  Skin  Diseases. 
Ricksecker's  Dog  Soap.  Sole  Proprietors  The  Theo.  Ricksecker  Co.,  New  York, 
U.  S.  A.  London.  Montreal.  Positively  Kills  Fleas.  Gives  Gloss  To  The  Coat. 
Positive  Remedy  For  Mange.  Heals  The  Skin — Grows  Hair.  Removes  All 
Smell.  The  Standard  Animal  Soap  of  America.  Approved  39  Years.  Rick- 
secker's Animal  Soap.  Remedy  For  All  Skin  Diseases  of  All  Animals."  The 
cakes  were  contained  in  pasteboard  boxes,  one  dozen  in  each,  labeled  and  branded 
as  follows:  "Ricksecker's  Dog  Soap.  The  Best  Flea  Killer.  Removes  All 
Smell.  Cures  All  Skin  Diseases.  Secures  Glossy  Coat.  Ricksecker's  Dog  Soap. 
The  Remedy  For  Mange.  Ricksecker's  Dog  Soap.  Kills  Fleas.  25  cents  one 
shilling.  Ricksecker's  Animal  And  Dog  Soap.  Cures  Mange — Kills  fleas,  re- 
moves all  smell,  secures  glossy  coat  cures  all  skin  diseases.  The  Theo.  Rick- 
secker Co.,  New  York,  U.  S.  A.    London.  Montreal." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide,  and  that  it  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  each  of  the  wrappers  containing  the  cakes  of  the 
article  was  labeled  "Remedy  For  Animal  Skin  Diseases"  and  "Remedy  For 
All  Skin  Diseases  of  All  Animals,"  and  each  of  the  pasteboard  boxes  containing 
the  cakes  of  the  article  was  labeled  "  Cures  All  Skin  Diseases,"  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  would  not  cure  all  skin  diseases  of  animals  and 
was  not  an  effective  remedy  for  all  skin  diseases  of  all  animals;  and  in  this,  that 
each  of  the  wrappers  containing  the  cakes  of  the  article  was  labeled  "Positive 
Remedy  For  Mange,"  and  each  of  the  pasteboard  boxes  containing  the  cakes  of 
the  article  was  labeled  "The  Remedy  For  Mange,"  and  "  Cures  Mange,"  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact  the  article  was  not  an  effective  remedy  for  mange  and  would 
not  cure  mange;  and  in  this,  that  each  of  the  wrappers  containing  the  cakes  of 
the  article  was  labeled  "  Heals  The  Skin,"  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  would  not  heal  the  skin.   Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
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in  that  it  was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  greens  and  lead  arsenates,  and  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  does  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  it  did  not  have  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  label,  nor  in 
lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  said  inert  ingredient  did  it  have 
plainly  stated  on  the  label  the  correct  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article. 

On  July  23.  1914,  the  defendant,  The  Theo.  Ricksecker  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  191^. 

132.  Misbranding  of  Bordeaux  mixture.    U.  S.  v.  Morris  Herrmann  and  Alfred  Renskorf. 

Pleas  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  254.    Dom.  No.  7144.) 

On  July  13,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  infor- 
mation in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against 
Morris  Herrmann  and  Alfred  Renskorf,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the 
firm  name  and  style  of  Morris  Herrmann  &  Co.,  at  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging 
the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  January  31,  1913,  from  New  York, 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Jacksonville,  in  the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity 
of  Bordeaux  mixture,  which  was  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910.  The  article  was  contained  in  kegs  iabeled  and  branded  as 
follows:  "Morris  Herrmann  &  Co.    Bordeaux  Mixture.    100  lbs." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  a 
fungicide,  and  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  which  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  to  wit,  substances  other 
than  copper,  and  it  did  not  have  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  one  of  said  inert  ingredients  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  each  or 
any  of  the  labels  on  the  kegs  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  said  inert  ingredients  did  it  have  the  names  and 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  insecticidal  or  fungi- 
cidal properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  said  inert  ingredients  present  in 
the  article  stated  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  kegs  containing  the 
article. 

On  July  23,  1914,  the  defendants,  Morris  Herrmann  and  Alfred  Renskorf, 
entered  pleas  of  guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  1914- 

133.  Misbranding  of  "  Ideal  Bordeaux  Paris  Green  Mixture."    U.  S.  v.  Leon  M.  Adler.  Plea 

of  guilty.    Fine,  $10.    (I.  &  F.  No.  129.    Dom.  No.  G697.) 

At  the  July  term,  1014,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  Y^ork  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in 
said  court  against  Leon  M.  Adler,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name 
and  style  of  Adler  Color  &  Chemical  Works,  at  New  York,  N.  Y..  alleging 
the  shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  October  13.  1911,  from  New  York, 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Jacksonville,  in  the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity 
of  an  article  called  "  Ideal  Bordeaux  Paris  Green  Mixture."  which  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1010.  The  article  was 
contained  in  a  can  labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Ideal  Bordeaux  Paris 
Green  Mixture.    Poison.    Send  for  our  free  booklet  Remedies  for  Insects  and 
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Diseases.  Wilson  &  Toomer  Fertilizer  Co.  Jacksonville,  Fla.  Manufacturers 
of  Ideal  Fertilizers  Importers  of  Fertilizer  Materials  Established  1893.  Bor- 
deaux Paris  Green  Mixture  Directions:  This  is  a  valuable  fungicide  and 
insecticide  in  dust  form.  Mix  with  seven  times  its  weight  of  flour  or  lime  and 
dust  on  wet  foliage.  It  can  be  used  in  any  way  that  Paris  Green  is  used  but 
three  times  as  much  of  this  mixture  must  be  allowed,  for  two  thirds  of  it  is 
Bordeaux," 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was 
an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  (1)  that  it  con- 
tained arsenic  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  present  (expressed  as  per  centum 
of  metallic  arsenic)  was  not  stated  on  the  label;  and  (2)  that  it  contained 
arsenic  and  the  amount  thereof  in  water-soluble  form  (expressed  as  per  centum 
of  metallic  arsenic)  was  not  stated  on  the  label. 

On  August  3.  1914,  the  defendant,  Leon  M.  Adler,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  1914. 

134.  Misbranding  of  "  Ideal  Bordeaux  Lead  Arsenate  Mixture  Powder."    U.  S.  v.  Leon  M. 

Adler.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $5.     (I.  &  P.  No.  131.    Dom.  No.  6696.) 

At  the  July  term,  1914,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  said 
court  againt  Leon  M.  Adler,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and 
style  of  Adler  Color  &  Chemical  Works,  at  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  October  13,  1911,  from  New  York,  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  to  Jacksonville,  in  the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article  called  "  Ideal  Bordeaux  Lead  Arsenate  Mixture  Powder,"  which  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  as  follows:  "Ideal  Bordeaux  Lead  Arsenate  Mixture 
Powder  Directions :  A  .combined  insecticide  and  fungicide.  *  *  *  Has  no 
caustic  qualities.  Use  as  received  by  finely  dusting  on  to  wet  foliage.  Send  for 
our  free  booklet  Remedies  for  Insects  and  Diseases.  Wilson  &  Toomer  Fertilizer 
Co.,  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  Manufacturers  of  Ideal  Fertilizers  Importers  of  Fer- 
tilizer Materials   Established  1893." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  it  contained 
arsenic  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  present  (expressed  as  per  centum  of 
metallic  arsenic)  was  not  stated  on  the  label.  Misbranding  of  the  insecticide 
was  alleged  further  in  that  the  statement  on  the  label  regarding  the  article 
and  the  ingredients  and  substances  therein  to  the  effect  that  it  contained  no 
caustic  qualities  was  false  and  misleading,  and  that  the  article  was  labeled 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof,  in  that  the  article  did  con- 
tain caustic  qualities. 

On  August  3,  1914,  the  defendant,  Leon  M.  Adler,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  191^. 

135.  Misbranding  of  "  Ideal  Bordeaux  Lead  Arsenate  Mixture  Paste."    U.  S.  v.  Leon  M. 

Adler.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $10.     (I.  &  F.  No.  132.    Dom.  No.  6693.) 

At  the  July  term,  1914,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  said 
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court  against  Leon  M.  Adler,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and 
style  of  Adler  Color  &  Chemical  Works,  at  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment and  delivery  for  shipment,  on  November  3,  1911,  from  New  York,  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  to  Jacksonville,  in  the  State  of  Florida,  of  a  quantity  of 
an  article  called  "  Ideal  Bordeaux  Lead  Arsenate  Mixture  Paste,"  which  was 
misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  as  follows :  "  Ideal  Bordeaux  Lead  Arsenate  Mixture  Paste. 
Send  for  our  free  booklet.  Remedies  for  Insects  and  Diseases.  Wilson  &  Toomer 
Fertilizer  Co.,  Jacksonville,  Fla.  Manufacturers  of  Ideal  Fertilizers  Im- 
porters of  Fertilizer  Materials  Established  1893.  Bordeaux  Lead  Arsenate 
Mixture  Paste  Directions:  A  combined  insecticide  and  fungicide.  *  *  * 
Has  no  caustic  qualities    *    *  *." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that 
it  contained  arsenic  and  the  total  amount  of  arsenic  present  (expressed  as  per 
centum  of  metallic  arsenic)  was  not  stated  on  the  label.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  label  thereof  bore  a  statement  regard- 
ing the  article  and  the  ingredients  and  substances  contained  therein  to  the 
effect  that  the  article  had  no  caustic  qualities,  which  was  false  and  misleading, 
and  was  calculated  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  thereof,  whereas  in 
truth  and  in  fact  the  article  did  have  caustic  qualities. 

On  August  3,  1914,  the  defendant,  Leon  M.  Adler,  entered  a  plea  of  guilty, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Cakl  Vbooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  191Jf. 

136.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Hammond's  Lime  Sulphur  &  Salt  "  or  "  Horicunnw 
U.  S.  v.  Benjamin  Hammond.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  174.  Dom. 

No.  6861.) 

At  the  July  term,  1914,  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  information  in  said 
court  against  Benjamin  Hammond,  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of 
Hammond's  Paint  and  Slug  Shot  Works,  at  Fishkill-on-Hudson,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the 
shipment  and  delivery  for  shipment  on  March  27,  1912,  from  Fishkill-on-Hudson, 
in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  San  Francisco,  in  the  State  of  California,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article  called  "  Hammond's  Lime  Sulphur  &  Salt,"  which  was 
adulterated  and  misbranded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

The  article  was  contained  in  a  can  labeled  and  branded  as  follows :  "  Ham- 
mond's Lime  Sulphur  &  Salt.  One  Quart — 42  Oz.  Concentrated — and  a  good 
sticker.  One  Quart — 42  Oz.  Guaranteed  by  Benjamin  Hammond  under  the 
Insecticide  Act,  1910.  Serial  Number  21.  '  Horicum.'  Kills  San  Jose  Scale. 
Directions  for  Use.  This  preparation  is  Lime,  Sulphur  and  Salt,  making  a 
concentrated  Poly-sulphide  of  Calcium.  This  preparation,  when  well  mixed, 
has  an  average  density  of  some  40*  Beaume,  and  an  approximate  composition 
of  active  principles  in  hundred  parts  by  weight,  Calcium  Poly-sulphide  34 
parts,  Inert  Material,  salt  5  parts,  and  10  parts  suspended  substance  formed  in 
process  of  preparation,  including  water  to  make  100  parts.  The  salt  adds  to 
the  adhesive  properties,  but  the  destructiveness  to  scale  life  lies  in  the  Calcium 
Sulphide.  Aside  from  its  ability  to  destroy  San  Jose  Scale,  Horicum  is  a 
Fungicide,  *  *  *  Made  at  Hammond's  Slug  Shot  Works,  Fishkill-on- 
Hudson,  N.  Y." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  and  fungicide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  its 
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strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which 
it  was  sold,  in  this,  that  it  was  sold  under  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
of  containing  34  parts  in  100  by  weight  of  calcium  polysulphide,  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  fell  below  said  professed  standard  and  quality 
in  that  it  contained  a  considerable  less  proportion  than  34  parts  in  100  by 
weight  of  calcium  polysulphide.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in 
that  the  words  cn  the  label  thereof  regarding  the  article  to  the  effect  that  it 
contained  34  parts  in  100  by  weight  of  calcium  polysulphide  were  false  and 
misleading  in  that  the  article  contained  a  much  less  quantity  of  calcium  poly- 
sulphide than  34  parts  by  weight.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water,  salt, 
and  calcium  sulphate,  which  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  in- 
sects or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one 
of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  plainly  and  correctly  stated  on  the  label  of 
the  package  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  statement  of  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  said  inert  ingredients,  were 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  in- 
secticide and  fungicide  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties  and  the 
total  percentage  of  said  inert  ingredients  stated  on  the  label  of  the  package 
eontaning  said  insecticide. 

On  August  4,  1914,  the  defendant,  Benjamin  Hammond,  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

Carl  Vrooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1,  191^. 

137.  Misbranding  of  "  Dent's  Mange  Remedy."    U.  S.  v.  The  Dent  Medicine  Co.    Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $10.     (I.  &  F.  No.'  249.    Dom.  No.  7470.) 

On  July  27,  1914,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  infor- 
mation in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  against  The 
Dent  Medicine  Co.,  Newburgh,  N.  Y.,  a  corporation,  alleging  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Missouri, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article  called  "  Dent's  Mange  Remedy,"  which  was  mis- 
branded  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  The  article  was 
contained  in  bottles  labeled  and  branded  as  follows :  "  Dr.  Dent's  Dog  Remedies 
Dent's  Mange  Remedy  [Representations  of  dogs'  heads]  Trade  Mark  *  *  * 
Price  50  Cents  The  Dent  Medicine  Co.  Chicago.  Directions.  *  *  *  Pre- 
pared Only  By  The  Dent  Medicine  Co.  Main  and  Office  Laboratory  Newburgh, 
N.  Y.  Chicago,  111.  Toronto,  Can."  Each  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article 
was  inclosed  in  a  carton  labeled  and  branded  as  follows :  "  Dent's  Mange 
Remedy  Dr.  Dent's  Dog  Remedies  Dent's  Mange  Remedy  [Representations 
of  dogs'  heads]  Trade  Mark  *  *  *  Price  50  Cents  The  Dent  Medicine 
Co.  Chicago  Dent's  Mange  Remedy  *  *  *  Guaranteed  by  the  Dent  Medi- 
cine Co.,  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.    Serial  No.  414." 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  was  an 
insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  that  it  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  water  and  calcium  sulphate,  which  sub- 
stances do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article,  nor 
in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  said  inert  ingre- 
dients were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingre- 
dient of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of 
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the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at 
all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

It  \v;is  alleged  in  the  information  that  the  Dent  Medicine  Co.,  Xewburgh, 
N.  Y.,  sold  and  delivered  the  article  on  June  17,  1912.  to  the  Kells  Co.,  New- 
burgh,  N.  Y. ;  that  the  Kells  Co.,  on  September  2S,  1914,  shipped  and  delivered 
the  article  from  Newburgh,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  to  Kansas  City,  in  the 
State  of  Missouri;  that  when  so  shipped  and  delivered  for  shipment  by  the 
Ke'ls  Co.,  the  bottles  and  the  contents  and  the  labels  thereof  and  the  cartons 
inclosing  the  bottles  had  not  been  altered  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  and  when 
shipped  were  intact  and  in  the  identical  condition  as  when  received  by  the 
Kel's  Co.  from  the  Dent  Medicine  Co.;  that  the  Dent  Medicine  Co.,  before  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  the  article  to  the  Kells  Co.,  affixed  to  each  of  the  labels 
on  the  packages  containing  the  article  a  guaranty  as  follows:  "Guaranteed 
by  The  Dent  Medicine  Co.,  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  Serial  No.  414 ;" 
and  that  the  Dent  Medicine  Co.,  by  reason  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the 
article  by  it  to  the  Kells  Co.,  and  the  said  guaranty,  was  amenable  to  the 
prosecutions,  fines,  and  other  penalties  which  would,  but  for  said  guaranty, 
attach  in  due  course  to  the  Kells  Co. 

On  August  25,  1914,  the  defendant,  the  Dent  Medicine  Co.,  entered  a  plea  of 
guilty,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

Carl  Vkooman,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C,  December  1, 1914, 
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